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ABSTRACT
Previous research has indicated that in cultures and social
environments where individuals are presented with many opportunities
to form new relationships (i.e., environments high in relational mobility),
individuals tend to form relationships with others like themselves. This
tendency can be caused by two different mechanisms: First, the
tendency of people to form relationships with similar others may be
caused by the similarity-attraction effect, whereby individuals prefer to
interact with people like themselves. High relational mobility therefore
increases opportunities for individuals to maximize their preference for
similar others. However, increased similarity between relationship
partners can also be caused by assortment effects, whereby people
who possess desirable characteristics form relationships with other
desirable individuals, leaving those with less desirable characteristics
to form relationships with less desirable partners.
This thesis examined how relational mobility might influence the wellbeing of individuals who may be considered less desirable to others.
Two exploratory studies examined the relation between attributes
associated with lower social attractiveness on psychological well being,
and how this relation changed as a function of relational mobility. The
first study examined the impact of relational mobility on depression
among American undergraduates with higher or lower amounts of
social skills, and the second study examined the well being of
individuals as a function of their social skills and disability statues.
Overall, the results of both studies suggest that individuals who
possess characteristics associated with lower social attractiveness
(having a disability, or having lower social skills) tended to have higher
levels of psychological well being when they perceived relational
mobility to be high.
Keywords: Relational Mobility, Social Attractiveness, Psychological
Well-Being
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RELATIONAL MOBILITY AND SOCIAL ATTRACTIVENESS

The Effect of Relational Mobility and Social Attractiveness on
Psychological Well-Being
Conventional psychology often examines within-person
differences and changes that create the psychological phenomena that
we, as researchers, are interested in viewing. This is based on the
idea that internal psychological mechanisms drive behaviors, or that
individual differences exist in a trait that can be identified and captured
in order to explain the behavioral patterns of a group of people. While
these types of research and their resulting findings are not incorrect,
they often neglect to consider the role of the environment in which an
individual is embedded, and how this environment might play a role in
influencing behavior.
The socio-ecological approach (Oishi & Graham, 2010)
considers the external environment in conjunction with the more
traditional within-person perspective in an effort to increase our
understanding of psychological phenomena. According to this
approach, external environments can influence a person’s mind and
behaviors in ways that are unique to that space. The socio-ecological
approach aims to track these relationships and connections by
searching for unique markers that may differ across specific groups to
help provide further understanding and information to researchers on
their specific constructs of interest. Socio-ecological theory thus looks
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at both the social and ecological aspects of the external environment,
in many ways allowing for an evolutionary framework of understanding
as environments cause humans within them to adapt in order to thrive
psychologically. Importantly, the socio-ecological approach views a
social ecology as an environment that is comprised by the behavior
and minds of the individuals within it. As Yuki and Schug (2012) state
“it is important to look at how individuals expect other individuals to
react to their behaviors, because those behaviors of others comprise
the ‘environment’ to which they must adapt.” Thus, different cultural
phenomena or trait level differences present in different geographical
regions may be studied as a social ecology to which individuals adapt
their behaviors.
Relational Mobility as a socio-ecological construct fits into this
theory of society being created in part by the behaviors and reactions
of others. Social scientists have studied different types of mobility,
such as residential mobility, which is defined as the degree to which
individuals move from one residence to another or the proportion of a
given population who has moved (e.g., Oishi et al., 2015), and social
mobility, which is the amount of movement between social classes that
is possible (Goldthorpe, 1985), within the socio-ecological
environment.
One socio-ecological factor that has been the subject of an

"2

RELATIONAL MOBILITY AND SOCIAL ATTRACTIVENESS

increasing body of research is the concept of relational mobility, or the
degree to which individuals in a given social ecology are able to create
new, and discard old, relationships voluntarily (Schug, Yuki, & Maddux,
2010; Yuki & Schug, 2012). Relational mobility requires an aspect of
choice and free will in the movement of individuals, implying that they
have the choice of whether or not to maintain current relationships or
form new ones. High levels of relational mobility imply that there are
more opportunities for individuals to make new connections, forming
an “open market” for personal relationships whereby individuals will
selectively form relationships with other individuals based on their
preferences.
Conversely, low relational mobility societies are ones that are
seen as closed and stable markets for personal relationships.
Because replacement relationships are fewer in number, existing
relationships and connections are more valuable in these societies.
Relationships in low mobility society are more likely to result from
environmental affordances, rather than as a manifestation of personal
preferences.
Thus far, several studies have used relational mobility to
explain cultural variation in behaviors, including trust, selfenhancement, similarity between friends, and self-disclosure (Yuki et
al., 2007; Falk et al., 2009; Schug et al., 2009; Schug et al., 2010).
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Variation in relational mobility has also been shown to have predictive
value in within-culture samples for both psychological and behavioral
tendencies. For instance, regions, and even environments within
regions, have shown marked differences in both relational mobility and
outcomes of psychological well-being. Sato and Yuki (2014)
conducted a quasi-experimental study to test levels of relational
mobility and self-esteem present in students at different points in
college. Researchers found that first years had more perceived
relational mobility than second years, believing that they had more
opportunities to make friends, while second years perceived their own
relational mobility as more stable and less conducive to forming new
relationships. The first year sample had higher self-esteem scores
along with this increase in relational mobility and claimed higher
happiness, when compared to the second year sample, leading
researchers to conclude that “higher relational mobility in a social
context generates a stronger association between self-esteem and
happiness among people who reside there” (Sato & Yuki, 2014).
Relational mobility and relational assortment effects
Prior research suggests that increased choices in
relationships may influence the type of relationships that people form
on a societal level. For instance, the ability to choose from a larger
number of potential relationship partners gives people more chances to
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maximize their preferences in relationships, particularly in the domain
of similarity. The similarity-attraction effect (Byrne, 1971; Byrne, 1997;
Byrne & Blaylock, 1963) is the tendency of people to prefer interactions
with those who are similar to them, and this effect has been studied for
decades in social psychology. Similar effects studied in other areas of
the social sciences are homophily (the tendency for similar people to
cluster) (Kandel, 1978), homogamy (similarity in married couples)
(Kalmijn, 1998), and assortative mating (Mare 1991).
A number of studies suggest that higher levels of relational
mobility (i.e., more choice in relationships) corresponds with higher
levels of similarity in relationships. For instance, Bahns, Pickett, and
Crandall (2011) studied student friendship dyads at both smaller
colleges and larger universities, and found that dyads at large
universities showed more similarities to their friends than those at
smaller institutions. The authors expanded that this outcome is based
on the factor of socio-ecology in line with relational opportunity, with the
data illustrating that, in a larger and more diverse environments, there
are simply greater numbers and more opportunities for students to
form friends based on preferences for similarity. Cross-cultural
investigations have shown that cultural differences between Japan and
the United States in the level of similarity among friends is explained
by relational mobility: while individuals in both counties prefer similar to
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dissimilar others, more opportunities to choose between potential
friendship partners leads to higher self-friend similarity in the US
relative to Japan (Schug, Yuki, Horikawa, & Takemura, 2009).
Similar evidence for the effect of relational mobility on
similarity can be found in research on assortative mating and
homogamy, or the assortment of romantic partners on attributes such
as ethnicity (Pagnini & Morgan, 1990), educational attainment
(Rockwell, 1976), or income. In an analysis of assortative mating
based on five decades of educational attainment data, along with other
social characteristics and demographic data, from a “1-percent Public
Use Microdata samples of the 1940, 1960, 1970, and 1980 U.S.
Censuses and the June 1985-1987 Current Population Surveys” data
set, Mare (1991) concluded that educational attainment created a
barrier as the decades passed, which allowed for individuals to be
selective and choose to marry others with similar educational
backgrounds. It can be hypothesized that this trend presented itself as
education became a more socially valued construct, with more women
not only completing high school but also enrolling in and completing
tertiary and postgraduate studies, which is thus a product of the times.
Greenwood, Guner, Kocharkov and Santos (2014) expanded
this research by analyzing data collected by the United States Census
Bureau between 1960 and 2005. Their research illustrated that, not
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only has assortative mating based on educational background
continued to increase through the 1990s and early 2000s, post-Mare’s
study, but also that this matching has increased the economic
inequality seen in the United States. Individuals with post-college
qualifications typically earn substantially more than those with a simple
high school diploma, and, if two individuals who have both attained
post-college degrees marry, they consolidate that wealth instead of
dispersing it the way they would if assortative mating were not taking
place.
Studies examining assortment effects often focus on the
assortment between married and dating couples. Keller, Thiessen and
Young (1996) did this by presenting couples with a four section
questionnaire that was meant to assess general information, physical
traits, what individuals look for in partners, and participants’
comparisons between themselves and their partners. They found that
married couples had higher levels of assortment, and were more
similar, and posit that “couples first assort on physical traits, but only
stay together and marry if they also are similar on psychological
variables” (Keller, Thiessen & Young, 1996). Whyte and Torgler (2017)
also illustrated that assortment tendencies extend to individuals within
the world of internet dating, as more highly educated online daters
were more likely to contact each other, and older online daters also
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positively assorted. What is still unclear, however, is if the effects
observed are due to preferences for similar others (i.e., similarityattraction), or alternatively are due to assortment effects whereby
people who possess more socially desirable characteristics pair off
with other desirable individuals, leaving individuals considered to be
less desirable with no choice but to pair with other less desirable
individuals.
In contexts with some degree of relational mobility
relationships are thought, in part, to be based on the social desirability
of one’s self, and one’s partners. While preferences for similarity may
be one of the major driving forces beneath relationship changes, highly
desirable people are generally more sought after, and thus have the
opportunity to assort with individuals who are also highly desirable.
With this in mind, Sato and Yuki (2014) stated that “in the social
domain individuals with high social value are more likely to succeed
(i.e., in making friends with someone of greater social value, etc.) than
those with low social value and this is more visible in high mobility
environments.”
An individual’s levels of social attractiveness (the amount of
capital you have to form the relationships that you want) can influence
their ability to form relationships with others, particularly in social
ecologies high in relational mobility. However, it remains unclear what
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outcomes would be experienced by those who have lower levels of
social attractiveness in relationally mobile societies. For instance, it
may be that in high mobility settings that individuals high in social
attractiveness will pair off with one another, leaving individuals low in
social attractiveness without desirable connections. Thus, high
mobility settings may correspond with negative outcomes for
individuals low in social attractiveness, as they are either forced to pair
with other less desirable individuals, or be are excluded from social
relationships entirely. Indeed, individuals who face social exclusion
have been shown to face negative outcomes in aspects of
psychological well being like depression, self-esteem and satisfaction
with life (Nieto et al., 2015), and as such, if individuals who appear less
socially attractive and desirable are excluded they could face more
negative mental health outcomes.
Alternatively, it is possible high relational mobility settings may
predict positive outcomes for individuals low in social attractiveness.
The current research seeks to answer the question of how relational
mobility affects psychological well-being for individuals with differing
levels of social attractiveness.
Proxies for Social Attractiveness
As social attractiveness can be influenced by many different
factors and can be difficult to measure directly, this thesis focuses on
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characteristics shown in previous research to correspond with lower
social attractiveness and desirability as a relationship partner. The
studies presented in this thesis will consider deficits in social skills,
often associated with Autism Spectrum Disorder, as well as disability
status, as factors that may decrease social attractiveness. Indeed,
studies examining social attractiveness have shown that having low
levels of social skills can decrease peer ratings of an individual’s
attractiveness as a friend (Blöte, Miers, & Westenberg, 2015). Other
studies specifically focusing on individuals on the Autism spectrum
suggest that lower social skills can correspond with lower levels of
social attractiveness. For instance, individuals with Asperger syndrome
(now a part of the grouping for Autism Spectrum Disorders) are
commonly victimized and physically bullied by others, leading to “longstanding frustration, poor self-esteem, and suspiciousness of others”
brought about by the awareness of how they are seen by others.
Social comparison processes, i.e., comparing oneself to one’s peers
or colleagues, has been found to be directly related to depressive
outcomes among individuals with Asperger syndrome (Hedley &
Young, 2006).
As illustrated by Dagnan and Sanhu (1999) and Paterson and
colleagues (2012) both self-perception and other perception play an
important role in social desirability, especially evident for those who
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have a disability. Dagnan and Sandhu (1999) found that people with
an intellectual disability rated themselves as being less socially
desirable when asked to compare themselves to those without an
intellectual disability. These researchers also illustrated that group
belonging influenced depression scores for these individuals, and that,
as they have less opportunities to develop socially, they may also be
less likely to have the protective feelings of high group belonging to
remove negative outcomes (Dagnan & Sandhu, 1999). Paterson and
colleagues (2012) also studied those with intellectual disabilities, but
focused on the perceptions of social stigma against these individuals
and its relationship to how socially attractive and capable participants
with intellectual disabilities thought they were. These researchers
found that a participant’s awareness of the stigma attached to their
disability had a relationship with lower levels of self-esteem.
As these studies allow one to create proxies for social
attractiveness it is important to understand the perceived impact of
stigma on aspects of psychological well-being. Social stigma can itself
build an individual’s social attractiveness, or help to lessen it, and the
amount of mobility available within a society may be one of the
protective factors in allowing individuals with low social attractiveness
to still have good outcomes on aspects of psychological well-being.
This thesis is comprised of two exploratory studies which aim
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to understand the relationship between relational mobility and
outcomes of psychological well-being for individuals on differing levels
of social attractiveness. There are three main models that could be
found in the data collected: positive logic, negative logic, and a
quadratic effect.
The aspect of positive logic states that, as relational mobility
increases, individuals who are low on social attractiveness will be more
able to find compatible relationships and connections than those in low
relational mobility settings. Having these relationships will, in turn,
increase the individual's outcomes of psychological well-being.
In opposition to the positive logic, negative logic proposes that
individuals who are less socially attractive will have a more difficult time
forming relationships and replacing connections when a relationship is
broken in a high mobility region. Negative logic suggests that low
relational mobility settings will be more beneficial for those low in social
attractiveness, as lower levels of relational mobility may prevent
assortment effects that might force individuals who are not likely to be
chosen as a relationship partner to either form relationships with a
socially undesirable partner themselves, or be excluded from
relationships. The stability and predictability of relationships within
these settings may also allow for a protective effect for these
individuals, whereby relationships may be more resilient despite low
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social attractiveness on the part of an individual. In this case
individuals low in social attractiveness will have more positive
outcomes of psychological well-being in low relational mobility social
ecologies than they would in high relational mobility social ecologies.
The quadratic logic falls somewhere between the positive and
negative logic effects as it suggests that those who fall in the middle of
the relational mobility spectrum see the highest outcomes for aspects
of psychological well-being when they are low on social attractiveness.
This theory illustrates the idea of stable, consistent relationships,
providing protective factors from both sides of relational mobility, as
individuals have more opportunities to create relationships with
individuals like the, but also find more stable connections.
In this thesis study 1 is comprised of a sample from an
undergraduate population in the United States, a country that has
consistently shown high levels of perceived relational mobility, and
study 2 examines these research questions in representative sample
of adults from the general Japanese population, a country that has
consistently shown lower levels of perceived relational mobility. Based
on the logic information presented above, our exploratory hypotheses
for both studies are as follows:
(1) Participants who are low in social attractiveness better
outcomes in high relational mobility settings on measures of
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psychological well-being than those low in social attractiveness,
compared to in low mobility settings.
In this case participants who perceive more opportunities to
voluntarily alter their social networks and either create new or replace
old relationship partners, and have the ability to find people who are
more similar to them, will have outcomes that show lower depression
scores, and higher overall psychological well-being, even with low
levels of social attractiveness.
(2) Participants who are low in social attractiveness will
experience better outcomes in measures of psychological well-being in
high relational mobility settings, compared to low mobility settings.
This opposite case references the negative logic explained
above, and illustrates a case where participants low in social
attractiveness who perceive more stability within their relationships,
and thus less opportunities to voluntarily alter their social networks, will
show lower depression scores and higher overall outcomes for overall
psychological well-being.
(3) Participants levels of relational mobility moderates the
relationship between social attractiveness and outcomes of
psychological well-being in a curvilinear manner, with individuals low in
social attractiveness exhibiting better outcomes in moderate relational
mobility settings than those in either high or low relational mobility
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settings.
The quadratic effect is measured in this hypothesis.
Participants who perceive levels of stability while also perceiving an
element of voluntary mobility within their social networks would show
higher levels of psychological well-being. This hypothesis aims to
illustrate that there are protective factors in both extremes of relational
mobility and that a combination of both allows for the best outcomes
for individuals, specifically those low in social attractiveness.

"15

RELATIONAL MOBILITY AND SOCIAL ATTRACTIVENESS

Study 1
The following study uses data from the William and Mary
Psychology department mass testing datasets. This study was
intended to examine potential relations between attributes theoretically
related to social attractiveness and psychological well-being, as well as
to explore the possibility that relational mobility moderates this
relationship.
Method
Participants
Participants in the Introduction to Psychology courses at the
College of William & Mary were given the opportunity to respond to a
battery of questionnaires, administered on the online survey platform
Qualtrics. Originally data for 1215 participants was collected. After
data cleaning1 , including removal of 195 duplicate cases, cases that
had a total completed time of less than 10 minutes or more than 1440
minutes, and 127 non-US citizens who were born outside of the United
States, the total participants for this study were 893 American

Data cleaning procedure: To identify careless responders, “cheat” scales were
computed for both the Rosenberg Self Esteem Inventory and the Big Five Inventory
as a way to determine if people were simply answering the same number for all
questions in the scale, creating patterns within their answers or working in some
other methodical way indicating careless responding. Those who scored a 1
(cheated) on both of these cheat scales were removed from the dataset, and those
who scored a 1 (cheated) on only one of these scales was considered for removal
based on the time taken to complete the study. Post cleaning the mean total time for
completion of the mass testing dataset was 59.51 minutes (sd = 128.69), with 85
percent of the participants falling below the mean, and a median time taken of 33
minutes.
1
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undergraduate students; 356 male, 533 female, 3 transgender, and 1
non-response. The mean age of this undergraduate sample was 20.02
years old (sd = 1.27), with 39 cases missing the variable, and a range
of 21 years.
602 participants identified as European-American or White,
59 identified as African-American or Black, 21 identified as Hispanic or
Latin/South-American, 30 identified as East Asian, 15 identified as
South Asian, two identified as Middle Eastern, two identified as Pacific
Islander, and one identified as Native American. 147 participants
identified as multiracial, and 12 participants did not provide a response
for this demographic question.
Materials
Measures related to psychological well-being, social-ecology,
and social attractiveness were included in this dataset.
Measures of psychological well-being.
Depression. The Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression
Scale (CES-d; Radloff, 1977), is a twenty item measure, scored on a
five point scale, focusing on the frequency of depressive symptoms
over the course of one to two weeks. Points are anchored as follows:
0 equaling “not at all or less than one day”, 1 equaling “1-2 days”, 2
equaling “3-4 days”, 3 equaling “5-7 days”, and 4 equaling “nearly
every day for 2 weeks”. “I felt sad”, “My sleep was restless”, and “I lost
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a lot of weight without trying” are example items from this measure.
Self-Esteem. The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Inventory
(Rosenberg, 1965), is a five point likert-like scale comprised of ten
items, anchored with 1 equaling “strongly disagree” and 5 equaling
“strongly agree”. Example items from this inventory include “I certainly
feel useless at times”, and “On a whole, I am satisfied with myself”.
Measures of social-ecology.
Relational Mobility. The Relational Mobility Scale (Yuki et al.,
2007) consists of twelve items on a six point scale. This measure is
anchored with 1 equaling “strongly disagree” and 6 equaling “strongly
agree”, omitting the traditional “neutral” or “neither agree nor disagree”
option in an attempt to ensure participants are not neutral about their
perceived relational mobility. “It is uncommon for these people to have
a conversation with people they have never met before” is an example
item from this measure.
Measures of social attractiveness.
Autism Quotient (Social component). The Autism Quotient
(Baron-Cohen et al., 2001) has been shown to be an effective measure
of social attractiveness. This measure contains fifty items and is
anchored at four points, with 1 equaling “definitely disagree” and 4
equaling “definitely agree”. Example items include “I find social
situations easy” and “I find it hard to make new friends”.
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As this measure is frequently used four different factor creation
models are currently acceptable within the literature: Baron-Cohen et
al. (2001); Austin (2005); Lau et al. (2013); and Kloosterman et al.
(2011). Of these models the Baron-Cohen et al. model scores items in
a vastly different way from the others, while simultaneously showing
the lowest rate for internal consistency. Both the Lau et al. and
Kloosterman et al. methods show evidence for having high internal
consistency. As the current study was specifically interested in the
degree to which the social skills of participants varied, as the
operational definition of social attractiveness, this study used the social
skills factor of the Autism Quotient identified by Kloosterman and
colleagues (2011). This factor is comprised of eight items that
specifically measure participants liking of new situations, people, and
perceived abilities in social situations including: “I prefer to do things
with others rather than on my own”, “I find myself drawn more strongly
to people than to things”, and “I am good at social chit-chat” along with
the example items mentioned above.
Results and Discussion
First, we examined the reliabilities and correlations between
the measurements. The means, standard deviations, and reliabilities
for Relational Mobility, Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Inventory, the CES-d
measurement, the overall Autism Quotient, and the social factor of the
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Autism Quotient are shown in Table 1, and the correlations are shown
in Table 2. All measures showed good internal consistency, with
Cronbach’s Alphas measuring higher than α = .80. As anticipated
perceptions of societal relational mobility were significantly negatively
correlated with the autism quotient variables and depression, and
significantly positively correlated with self-esteem.
Next, we conducted a series of ordinary least squares
regression models to examine the proposed research questions. In
these analyses the predictor variables were mean-centered, and
interaction terms were computed as products of these mean-centered
variables.
Self-Esteem
The first series of regression models tested the hypotheses
while using self-esteem as the outcome variable. The first regression
model (Table 3) predicted self-esteem as a function of relational
mobility, the social factor, and relational mobility × the social factor,
while controlling for participant gender. Relational mobility (b = .11,
p < .001) and the social factor (b = -.22, p < .001) were statistically
significant predictors of self-esteem, but there was no significant
interaction effect (b = -.01, p = .54).
The second regression model (Table 4) tested the quadratic
hypothesis with a regression model to predict self-esteem based on
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relational mobility, the social factor, squared relational mobility,
relational mobility × the social factor, and squared relational mobility ×
the social factor, while controlling for participant gender. Relational
mobility (b = .11, p < .001) and the social factor (b = -.22, p < .001)
were statistically significant predictors of self-esteem. However,
relational mobility × the social factor (b = -.02, p = .38), relational
mobility squared (b = -.02, p = .35), and squared relational mobility ×
the social factor (b = .01, p = .59) did not significantly predict selfesteem.
Study 1 showed no significant interactions between relational
mobility and the social factor of the autism quotient on self-esteem.
With the lack of significant interactions, models performed failed to
support either hypothesis 1 or hypothesis 2. There was no significant
quadratic effect on self esteem, and so hypothesis 3 was also not
supported. Thus, no non-linear or curvilinear effect was found for
relational mobility on self-esteem.
Depression
A second series of regression models was conducted to test
the above hypotheses with depression as the outcome variable. The
first regression model (Table 5) predicted depression as a function of
relational mobility, the social factor, and relational mobility × the social
factor, while controlling for participant gender. Relational mobility
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(b = -1.53, p < .001), the social factor (b = 2.31, p < .001), and
relational mobility × the social factor (b = -.99, p < .01) were statistically
significant predictors of depression.
The second regression model (Table 6) tested the quadratic
hypothesis with a regression model to predict depression as a function
of relational mobility, the social factor, squared relational mobility,
relational mobility × the social factor, and squared relational mobility ×
the social factor, while controlling for participant gender. Relational
mobility (b = -1.62, p < .001), the social factor (b = 2.49, p < .001), and
relational mobility × the social factor (b = -1.00, p < .01) were
statistically significant predictors of depression. Neither squared
relational mobility (b = .03, p = .93) nor squared relational mobility ×
the social factor (b = -.19, p = .49) were statistically significant in this
model.
Unlike self-esteem, depression did provide significant
interactions in this study. Both relational mobility and the social factor
provide individual outcomes, with relational mobility corresponding with
decreased depression scores, and the social factor corresponding with
increased depression scores. A participant who has high scores on the
social factor, and therefore may be perceived as less socially
attractive, has higher depression scores when the interaction with
relational mobility is held constant, but when the social factor and
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relational mobility interact, depression scores decrease. Study 1 thus
provides some support for hypothesis 1, whereby higher relational
mobility interacts with a proxy for social attractiveness to decrease
depression scores. Study 1 failed to support hypothesis 3 as well, as
there were no quadratic effects with depression as the outcome,
illustrating that higher relational mobility produced better outcomes
than either lower relational mobility or the region in between.
Limitations
This study in not without limitation. As this was a college
student sample at a rather demanding college in the United States, this
sample is skewed in several ways. One major limitation in this study is
that, as this sample was comprised of a relatively wealthy sample of
undergraduates at an elite college, the range of social attractiveness is
likely limited to the high end of the distribution, with relatively few
students who would be considered by others to be extremely low in
social attractiveness
William & Mary is also a far wealthier environment than the
general population with the median family income falling in the
“$150,001 or more” category and 413 participants identifying an annual
family income of over $100,000. This distribution illustrates that
students who were originally less socially attractive may have had a
substantially easier time in terms of access to tools and resources that
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would help them to combat this diminished social attractiveness and
desirability than if they had been born in a less wealthy family situation.
People with more money have access to treatments such as speech
therapy, and the ability to get psychological assistance or to attend
weight loss camps, mostly in an effort to make them conform more to
the norm as viewed by society. This notion of conforming to the
societal norm is one way to increase a person’s social attractiveness,
and thus the tool of money increases the likelihood of the variability
within social attractiveness in this sample being small.
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Study 2
As in Study 1, Study 2 sought to examine the influence of
social-ecology on outcomes of psychological well-being for individuals
seen as less socially attractive in the eyes of others. While one
weakness of Study 1 was its use of a convenience sample of American
students, Study 2 was created to use a Japanese stratified
representative sample. Not only does this allow for researchers to
extend the line of research beyond the American college environment,
it also allows for the expansion of the research to a sample that does
not consist of eighteen to twenty-two year old students alone.
Furthermore, Study 2 included an additional measure that is thought
to reflect social attractiveness, namely, the presence of a disability.
Method
Participants
1740 adults from all 47 Japanese prefectures were recruited via
CrossMarketing, a Japanese marketing agency which maintains a
large panel of research participants who are representative of the
general population on a variety of sociodemographic variables. For the
purposes of this study, sampling was stratified to include an equal
number of participants in each prefecture, with men and women
equally represented within each prefecture. Participants in this study
completed a short survey including a battery of psychometric
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assessment and demographic items. The mean age for this sample
was 46.14 (sd = 11.36).
1468 participants reported that they do not have any kind of
disability, in the disability marker explained below, and 177 participants
reported some kind of disability, while 95 stated that they did not know.
Some additional demographic data in the battery was education,
income, parental education, marital status, and job types of
participants.
Materials
The survey completed by participants contained a number of
psychometric assessments relevant to the current study, which are as
follows:
Measures of psychological well-being.
Satisfaction with Life. The Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener
et al., 1985) measures one aspect of subjective well-being. This five
item measure is on a seven point likert scale, with 1 equaling “strongly
disagree” and 7 equaling “strongly agree”. “In most ways my life is
close to my ideal”, “So far I have gotten the important things I want in
life”, and “If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing” are
example items from this measure.
Self-Esteem. The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Inventory
(Rosenberg, 1965) is measured on a seven point likert-like scale,
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comprised of ten items, with 1 equaling “strongly disagree” and 7
equaling “strongly agree”. Example items from this scale include “I
certainly feel useless at times” and “On a whole, I am satisfied with
myself”.
Satisfaction with Friend. One item measured on seven points,
with 1 equaling “strongly disagree” and 7 equaling “strongly agree”.
This item asked participants to wait their level of agreement to the
question “I am satisfied with my relationships with my friends”.
Measures of social-ecology.
Relational Mobility. Perceptions of Relational Mobility were
assessed using the Relational Mobility Scale (Yuki et al., 2007). This
twelve item scale anchors items with 1 equaling “strongly disagree”
and 6 equaling “strongly agree”, and requires participants to report the
ease with which people in their society could form new relationships
(e.g., “It is uncommon for these people to have a conversation with
people they have never met before”).
Measures of social attractiveness.
Autism Quotient (Social component). The Autism Quotient
(Baron-Cohen et al., 2001) was used as a measure of self perceived
social attractiveness. This measure has fifty items and four anchoring
points, 1 equaling “definitely disagree” and 4 equaling “definitely
agree”. “I find social situations easy” and “I find it hard to make new
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friends” are example items from this measure. As in Study 1, this
study specifically examines the Kloosterman et al. (2011) social factor.
Disability Status. Participants were also asked to respond to a
one question measure asking if they currently had a disability, which
was then used as a measure of self-reported social attractiveness.
This item was defined as the presence of a “visual, auditory, physical
impairment, mental/developmental disorder, intellectual disability, and
impairments caused by diseases and internal impairments”.
Results and Discussion
First, we examined the reliabilities and correlations of the
measurements. The means, standard deviations, and reliabilities for
Relational Mobility, Satisfaction with Life, Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem
Inventory, the overall Autism Quotient, the Social factor of the Autism
Quotient, and Satisfaction with Friend are shown in Table 7, and the
correlations in Table 8. All measures showed a reasonable level of
internal consistency, with Cronbach’s Alphas for all except Relational
Mobility measuring higher than α = .70. As anticipated, relational
mobility is significantly positively correlated with satisfaction with life,
self-esteem, and satisfaction with friend, and significantly negatively
correlated with the autism quotient and the social factor. Study 2, like
study 1, thus provides evidence for relational mobility impacting
participant’s measures of psychological well-being. It should be noted
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that satisfaction with life and satisfaction with friends are correlated,
they do not covary to the extent that they measure the same variables.
Next a series of least squares regression models to examine the
proposed research questions were conducted. As in Study 1 the
predictor variables were mean-centered, and interaction terms were
computed as products of these mean-centered variables.
Self-Esteem
The first series of regression models tested the hypotheses
while using self-esteem as the outcome variable. The first regression
model of the series (Table 9) predicted self-esteem as a function of
relational mobility, the social factor, and relational mobility × the social
factor, while controlling for participant gender. Relational mobility
(b = .08, p < .001) and the social factor (b = -.38, p < .001) were
statistically significant predictors of self-esteem, but there was no
significant interaction effect (b = .02, p = .29).
The second regression model (Table 10) tested the quadratic
hypothesis with a regression model to predict self-esteem based on
relational mobility, the social factor, squared relational mobility,
relational mobility × the social factor, and squared relational mobility ×
the social factor, while controlling for participant gender. Relational
mobility (b = .08, p < .001) and the social factor (b = -.38, p < .001)
were statistically significant predictors of self-esteem. In this study
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squared relational mobility (b = -.02, p = .08) was marginally
significant, but relational mobility × the social factor (b = .01, p = .58)
and squared relational mobility × the social factor (b = -.00, p = .49)
were not statistically significant predictors.
The third regression model (Table 11) predicted self-esteem as
a function of relational mobility, reported disability and relational
mobility × reported disability, while controlling for participant gender,
income, and age. Relational mobility (b = .11, p < .001) and disability
(b = -.27, p < .001) were statistically significant predictors while
relational mobility × disability (b = .12, p = .06) was approaching
significance as a predictor of self-esteem.
Study 2 showed no significant interactions between relational
mobility and the social factor on self-esteem. Participants’ self-esteem,
however, did increase when relational mobility increased, and
decreased when the social factor increased. The reported disability
measure as a proxy for social attractiveness did have a marginally
significant interaction effect with relational mobility on self-esteem,
illustrating that different measures used to define social attractiveness
may indeed actually have interact with relational mobility. Study 2
failed to support hypothesis 3, as neither the squared version of
relational mobility nor the squared relational mobility × the social factor
had significant predictive effects.
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Satisfaction with Life
The second series of regression models tested the hypotheses
while using satisfaction with life as the outcome variable. The first
regression model of the series (Table 12) predicted satisfaction with life
as a function of relational mobility, the social factor, and relational
mobility × the social factor, while controlling for participant gender.
Relational mobility (b = .09, p < .001), the social factor (b = -.44,
p < .001), and relational mobility × the social factor (b = .05, p = .03)
were all statistically significant predictors of satisfaction with life.
The second regression model (Table 13) tested the quadratic
hypothesis with a regression model to predict satisfaction with life
based on relational mobility, the social factor, squared relational
mobility, relational mobility × the social factor, and squared relational
mobility × the social factor, while controlling for participant gender.
Relational mobility (b = .09, p < .01), the social factor (b = -.44,
p < .001), and relational mobility × the social factor (b = .06, p = .03)
were statistically significant predictors. This model did not predict a
quadratic effect as squared relational mobility (b = .01, p = .71) and
squared relational mobility × the social factor (b = -.00, p = .85) were
not statistically significant.
The third regression model (Table 14) predicted satisfaction with
life as a function of relational mobility, reported disability, and relational
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mobility × reported disability, while controlling for participant gender,
income, and age. Relational mobility (b = .13, p < .001), reported
disability (b = -.38, p < .001), and relational mobility × reported
disability (b = .21, p = .03) were all statistically significant predictors of
satisfaction with life.
Satisfaction with life had significant relationships with both
relational mobility and the social factor, as well as relational mobility ×
the social factor. This illustrated that as a participant’s relational
mobility increased, so did their satisfaction with life, and when their
social factor score increased their satisfaction with life decreased.
Those high on the social factor, however, saw an increase in
satisfaction with life when they had high relational mobility scores as
well. Reported disability negatively predicted satisfaction with life in a
similar manner to the social factor, illustrating that these two measures
are both proxies for social attractiveness, and both provide support for
Hypothesis 1. Study 2 failed to support hypothesis 3, however, as no
quadratic effect was found.
Mediation
We used mediation analysis to investigate whether relationship
satisfaction mediated the relation between relational mobility and
outcomes of psychological well-being. Four mediation analyses were
conducted using the PROCESS macro for SPSS (Hayes, 2013).
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Self-esteem.
The first mediation analysis (Table 15; Figure 1) illustrates the
model created to predict the indirect effect of satisfaction with friend on
the relationship between relational mobility and self-esteem for
participants identifying as having a disability. There were statistically
significant positive relationships between relational mobility and
satisfaction with friend (b = .55, p < .001), satisfaction with friend and
self-esteem (b = .24, p < .001), and relational mobility and self-esteem
(b = .14, p = .04). As the relationship between relational mobility and
self-esteem retained significance this model illustrates a partial
mediation effect. 10,000 bootstrapped samples were computed to
obtain both the unstandardized indirect effect (b = .13), and a 95%
confidence interval, of this significant indirect effect, which ranged from
.07 to .21.
The second mediation analysis (Table 16; Figure 2) illustrates
the model created to predict the same indirect effect of satisfaction with
friend on the relationship between relational mobility and self-esteem,
this time for participants identifying as not having a disability. There
were statistically significant positive relationships between relational
mobility and satisfaction with friend (b = .19, p < .001), satisfaction with
friend and self-esteem (b = .19, p < .001), and relational mobility and
self-esteem (b = .09, p < .001). This too illustrates a partial mediation
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effect. 10,000 bootstrapped samples were computed to obtain both
the unstandardized indirect effect (b = .04), and a 95% confidence
interval, of this significant indirect effect, which ranged from .02 to .06.
Both subsets of individuals, created using the reported disability
variable, saw positive significant partial mediations on the relationship
between relational mobility and self-esteem. While relational mobility
had a significant influence on self-esteem, satisfaction with their friend
relationships explained a portion of this relationship. The model for
participants with a disability showed a larger reduction in the direct
effect than the model for participants without a reported disability,
illustrating that satisfaction with friends appears to have a greater
protective factor for those low on proxies of social attractiveness.
Satisfaction with Life.
The third mediation analysis (Table 17; Figure 3) illustrates the
model created to predict the indirect effect of satisfaction with friend on
the relationship between relational mobility and satisfaction with life for
participants identifying as having a disability. There were statistically
significant positive relationships between relational mobility and
satisfaction with friend (b = .55, p < .001), and between satisfaction
with friend and satisfaction with life (b = .45, p < .001). Relational
mobility did not have a statistically significant relationship with
satisfaction with life (b = .12, p = .17), illustrating a complete mediation
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effect of this relationship by the satisfaction with friend variable.
10,000 bootstrapped samples were computed to obtain both the
unstandardized indirect effect (b = .24), and a 95% confidence interval,
of this significant indirect effect, which ranged from .14 to .38.
The fourth mediation analysis (Table 18; Figure 4) illustrates the
model created to predict the same indirect effect of satisfaction with
friend on the relationship between relational mobility and satisfaction
with life, this time for participants identifying as not having a disability.
There were statistically significant positive relationships between
relational mobility and satisfaction with friend (b = .19, p < .001),
satisfaction with friend and satisfaction with life (b = .45, p < .001), and
relational mobility and satisfaction with life (b = .06, p = .04). As the
relationship between relational mobility and satisfaction with life
retained significance this model illustrates a partial mediation. 10,000
bootstrapped samples were computed to obtain both the
unstandardized indirect effect (b = .08), and a 95% confidence interval,
of this significant indirect effect, which ranged from .05 to .12.
As with self-esteem both subsets of individuals saw positive
significant effects within these models. For individuals without a
reported disability this effect was a significant partial mediation, as the
relationship between relational mobility and satisfaction with life
retained some significance even in the mediation analysis.

"35

RELATIONAL MOBILITY AND SOCIAL ATTRACTIVENESS

Participants within the disability subset saw a significant mediation
analysis, where satisfaction with friends completely explains the
relationship between relational mobility and satisfaction with life. This
supports the idea that finding people that are like you, and will accept
you, has a large effect on satisfaction with life in cases where
individuals are low in social attractiveness proxies.
Limitations
Study 2 did not include any negative outcomes of psychological
well-being, a depression scale for example, and as such, it was not
possible to directly compare the two samples in terms of depression
scores.
This study focuses on a much older sample set than the
students from study 1. While this is beneficial from understanding the
generalizability of effects seen in study 1, it is potentially problematic in
understanding how relational mobility and social attractiveness
influence outcomes of psychological well-being in a younger Japanese
population. The age difference also makes it difficult to accurately
compare this sample with the William & Mary sample as mean ages
are twenty years apart, and twenty years include many valuable life
experiences that younger samples simply wouldn’t have.
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General Discussion
Measures of social attractiveness and relational mobility
consistently failed to show an interaction effect in the predictions of
self-esteem, but demonstrated that other aspects of psychological wellbeing, specifically depression and satisfaction with life scores, could
indeed be predicted by an interaction. These studies also illustrated
that high relational mobility provides better outcomes on these aspects
of psychological well-being for individuals low on the social
attractiveness measures than low relational mobility. While these
studies cannot support the hypotheses, the results lend support to a
positive logic solution to understanding the interaction between social
attractiveness and relational mobility, in that, even if an individual is low
on social attractiveness, having the ability to select relationship
partners who are more similar to oneself (even with the associated
risks of high mobility) has more beneficial effects than having stable,
assured connections.
The results of study 2 also suggest a possible mechanism that
may account for increased levels of well-being among participants who
score lower in proxy measures of social attractiveness. This
mechanism, satisfaction with friends, illustrates once more the
importance of feeling satisfied with the relationship partners one has.
This mechanism is not entirely surprising, given the differences found
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in past literature with regards to self-esteem. Self-esteem is seen as a
“subjective indicator of one’s own “overall social market value” and
thus is highly correlated with happiness in societies with high relational
mobility” (Yuki et al., 2013). As low relational mobility areas have more
stable relationships, self-esteem - or this social market value - is less
important to individuals. In Study 1 we found a significant positive
correlation between self-esteem and relational mobility (r = .23,
p < .001) , indicating that individuals higher on relational mobility were
also higher on self-esteem scores, and although Study 2 illustrated a
similar effect the coefficient for the relationship between self-esteem
and relational mobility was smaller (r = .16, p < .001). Study 2 also
illustrated that while the satisfaction with friends variable had a
significant correlational relationship with self-esteem (r = .36, p < .001)
this variable’s relationship with satisfaction with life had greater
coefficient values (r = .55, p < .001). These correlational relationships
illustrate the magnitude of the ties between relational mobility and selfesteem, supporting observations in prior studies as to the differences
between cultures in their understanding and interpretation of this
aspect of psychological well-being.
The studies within this thesis illustrate both the relationship
between relational mobility and proxies for social attractiveness, and
the relationships between proxies for social attractiveness and
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outcomes in psychological well-being that were in need of exploration.
In general individuals in both Japanese and American culture had
better outcomes in their measurements of psychological well-being in
high relational mobility contexts (as illustrated with happiness in Sato &
Yuki, 2014), and those low in the proxy for social attractiveness
followed this same pattern. For participants low in proxies for social
attractiveness, the level of satisfaction with their friends created the
relationship between relational mobility and satisfaction with life: if an
individual was low in mobility, but indicated high levels of satisfaction
with their friends, they appeared to be protected from feeling effects of
low satisfaction with life, and thus had higher scores in that area.
These outcomes illustrate the importance of understanding the
mechanics of relationships, and understanding the socio-ecological
environments within which individuals thrive.
Limitations
While the Kloosterman and colleagues social factor, used in this
study to assess social functioning, is a part of one of the better factor
creation methods for the Autism Quotient, this factor may not be the
best proxy measure for a stand-alone capture of social attractiveness.
Although this variable may capture the extent to which individuals like
social situations, it neglects to capture instances of attractive behavior
that individuals partake in during social interactions. However unlikely,
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it may be possible for a participant to enjoy social situations and yet
not be successful in attractive behavior methods and so several
different measures should be used to capture social attractiveness in
future studies. The use of the disability variable as a second proxy for
social attractiveness appeared to capture similar information on social
attractiveness, although differences in participants identification with
each proxy establish that these proxies are not identical. Inclusion of
this disability variable within the American sample would allow for a
more in depth analysis of the proxies used to understand social
attractiveness.
As the previous studies used differing measurements,
methodologies, and populations, direct comparisons of the two studies
is not possible. However, over a wide range of outcomes, the positive
association between relational mobility and psychological was stronger
for individuals with attributes that may correspond with lower social
attractiveness.
Future Directions
In order to address some of the limitations mentioned
throughout the studies, future directions should include measuring an
American sample that more typically represents the American
population. This would allow for more variation in age, income, and
race, and would hopefully create a sample that would yield similar
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results to those already found. Whatever the outcome this sample
would allow for better comparisons to be drawn, and cultural
differences and similarities to be identified in a way that comparisons
between American college students and Japanese working adults fail
to.
When extending this study, several additional measures should
be included: the satisfaction with friends measure in order to test the
mediation effect of this variable on relationships between relational
mobility and psychological well-being; the disability variable, as an
additional proxy for social attractiveness. Measures of psychological
well-being should focus on depression and satisfaction with life, as
those were the variables that showed the most promise within this
thesis. Aspects of relational mobility, social attractiveness, and
psychological well-being may have large amounts of under-explored
variability across cultures that warrant the creation of an overarching
study covering between a half dozen and a dozen cultures. This would
allow for greater understanding in all of the variables of interest and
also aid in psychologists’ abilities to generalize results into policies to
aid individuals with lower scores on proxies of social attractiveness
achieve higher levels of psychological well-being.
Overall, individuals with attributes that may cause them to have
lower social attractiveness were found to have higher satisfaction with
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life scores and lower depression scores when they perceived their
relational mobility to be high. William and Mary students reported
lower levels of depression when presented with high relational mobility,
and Japanese participants. Furthermore, satisfaction with friend
mediated the relationship between relational mobility and satisfaction
with life for individuals who were low in social attractiveness,
suggesting the ability to form social relationships plays an important
role in the overall outcomes of psychological well-being, particularly
those who are at risk of being marginalized by society. Expanding this
research to a more diverse population and the inclusion of multiple
proxies for social attractiveness would increase the researcher’s
understanding of how best to serve individuals who all too often may
feel forgotten.

"42

RELATIONAL MOBILITY AND SOCIAL ATTRACTIVENESS

Tables
Table 1
Study 1: Descriptive statistics and Cronbach alpha coefficients
Mean (SD)

α

Relational Mobility

4.40 (.71)

.88

Social Factor Autism Quotient

2.14 (.65)

.89

Autism Quotient

2.20 (.27)

.82

Self-esteem

3.70 (.70)

.89

13.12 (11.17)

.91

Item

CES-d
Note. n = 893

"43

RELATIONAL MOBILITY AND SOCIAL ATTRACTIVENESS

Table 2
Study 1: Correlations
RM

SFAQ

AQ

RES

Relational Mobility (RM)
Social Factor Autism
Quotient (SFAQ)

-.29**

Autism Quotient (AQ)

-.30**

.72**

Self-esteem (RSE)

.23**

-.36**

-.32**

CES-d

-.19**

.25**

.25**

Note. n = 893; * p < .01; ** p < .001
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Table 3
Study 1: Regression analysis for self-esteem
B (SE B)
Relational Mobility
Social Factor Autism Quotient
Relational Mobility × Social Factor Autism
Quotient

β

.11** (.02)

.16

-.22** (.02)

-.31

-.01 (.02)

-.02

.18**

R2

Note. Relational Mobility and Social Factor Autism Quotient were
mean centered; n = 893; * p < .01; ** p < .001
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Table 4
Study 1: Quadratic regression analysis for self-esteem
B (SE B)

β

.11** (.02)

.16

-.22** (.03)

-.33

Relational Mobility × Social Factor Autism
Quotient

-.02 (.02)

-.03

Squared Relational Mobility

-.02 (.02)

-.03

.01 (.02)

.02

Relational Mobility
Social Factor Autism Quotient

Squared Relational Mobility × Social Factor
Autism Quotient

.18**

R2

Note. Relational Mobility and Social Factor Autism Quotient were
mean centered; n = 893; * p < .01; ** p < .001
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Table 5
Study 1: Regression analysis for depression
B (SE B)
Relational Mobility

β

-1.53** (.38)

-.14

2.31** (.37)

.21

Relational Mobility × Social Factor Autism
Quotient

-.99* (.35)

-.09

R2

.09**

Social Factor Autism Quotient

Note. Relational Mobility and Social Factor Autism Quotient were
mean centered; n = 893; * p < .01; ** p < .001
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Table 6
Study 1: Quadratic regression analysis for depression
B (SE B)
Relational Mobility

β

-1.62** (.40)

-.15

Social Factor Autism Quotient

2.49** (.45)

.23

Relational Mobility × Social Factor Autism
Quotient

-1.00* (.37)

-.09

.03 (.30)

.00

-.19 (.27)

-.03

Squared Relational Mobility
Squared Relational Mobility × Social Factor
Autism Quotient
R2

.09**

Note. Relational Mobility and Social Factor Autism Quotient were
mean centered; n = 893; * p < .01; ** p < .001
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Table 7
Study 2: Descriptive statistics and Cronbach alpha coefficients
Mean (SD)

α

Relational Mobility

3.54 (.49)

.61

Social Factor Autism Quotient

2.66 (.51)

.80

Autism Quotient

2.45 (.23)

.79

Self-Esteem

4.10 (.91)

.86

Satisfaction with Life

3.52 (1.27)

.90

Satisfaction with Friend

4.09 (1.50)

-

Item

Note. n = 1740; Satisfaction with Friend is a one item measure so
Cronbach alpha could not be measured

"49

RELATIONAL MOBILITY AND SOCIAL ATTRACTIVENESS

Table 8
Study 2: Correlations
RM

SFAQ

AQ

RSE

SWL

SWF

Relational
Mobility (RM)
Social Factor
Autism Quotient
(SFAQ)

-.19**

Autism Quotient
(AQ)

-.17** .72**

Self-Esteem
(RSE)

.16** -.43** -.53**

Satisfaction with
life (SWL)

.14** -.36** -.29** .50**

Satisfaction with
friend (SWF)

.15** -.35** -.34** .36**

Disability (D)

-.02

.06*

.55**

.08** -.10** -.10**

-.06*

Note. n = 1740; * p < .01; ** p < .001; disability: 1 = present,
0 = not present
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Table 9
Study 2: Regression analysis 1 for self-esteem
B (SE B)
Relational Mobility
Social Factor Autism Quotient
Relational Mobility × Social Factor Autism
Quotient

β

.08** (.02)

.09

-.38** (.02)

-.42

.02 (.02)

.02

.20**

R2

Note. Relational Mobility and Social Attractiveness were mean
centered; n = 1740; * p < .01; ** p < .001

"51

RELATIONAL MOBILITY AND SOCIAL ATTRACTIVENESS

Table 10
Study 2: Quadratic regression analysis for self-esteem
B (SE B)
Relational Mobility
Social Factor Autism Quotient
Relational Mobility × Social Factor Autism
Quotient
Squared Relational Mobility
Squared Relational Mobility × Social
Factor Autism Quotient
R2

β

.08*** (.02)

.08

-.38*** (.02)

-.42

.01 (.02)

.01

-.02* (.01)

-.04

-.00 (.01)

-.02

.21***

Note. Relational Mobility and Social Factor Autism Quotient were
mean centered; n = 1740; * p < .10; ** p < .01; *** p < .001
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Table 11
Study 2: Regression analysis 2 for self-esteem
B (SE B)
Relational Mobility
Disability
Relational Mobility × Disability
R2

β

.11*** (.02)

.13

-.27*** (.07)

-.10

.12* (.06)

.05

.15***

Note. Relational Mobility was mean centered; disability 1 = present,
0 = not present; n = 1740; * p < .10; ** p < .01; *** p < .001
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Table 12
Study 2: Regression analysis 1 for satisfaction with life
B (SE B)
Relational Mobility
Social Factor Autism Quotient
Relational Mobility × Social Factor
Autism Quotient

β

.09** (.03)

.07

-.44*** (.03)

-.34

.05* (.02)

.05

.13***

R2

Note. Relational Mobility and Social Attractiveness were mean
centered; n = 1740; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001
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Table 13
Study 2: Quadratic regression analysis for satisfaction with life
B (SE B)
Relational Mobility
Social Factor Autism Quotient
Relational Mobility × Social Factor Autism
Quotient
Squared Relational Mobility
Squared Relational Mobility × Social
Factor Autism Quotient
R2

β

.09** (.03)

.07

-.44*** (.03)

-.34

.06* (.03)

.06

.01 (.01)

.01

-.00 (.01)

-.01

.13***

Note. Relational Mobility and Social Factor Autism Quotient were
mean centered; n = 1740; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001
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Table 14
Study 2: Regression analysis 2 for satisfaction with life
B (SE B)
Relational Mobility
Disability
Relational Mobility × Disability

.13*** (.03)

.10

-.38*** (.10)

-.09

.21** (.09)

.06

.05***

R2

Note. Relational Mobility was mean centered;
disability 1 = present, 0 = not present; n = 1740; * p < .10;
** p < .05; *** p < .001
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Table 15
Study 2: Mediation analysis for people with a disability on
self-esteem
B (SE B)

LLCI

ULCI

.55*** (.10)

.34

.75

.24*** (.04)

.15

.33

.14* (.07)

.01

.27

Total effect

.27** (.07)

.14

.40

Direct effect

.14* (.07)

.01

.27

.13** (.03)

.07

.21

Step One:
Relational Mobility on
Satisfaction with Friend
Step Two:
Satisfaction with Friend
on Self-esteem
Relational Mobility on
Self-esteem

Indirect effect

Note. Relational Mobility and Social Attractiveness were mean
centered; n = 177; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001
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Table 16
Study 2: Mediation analysis for people without a disability on
self-esteem
B (SE B)

LLCI

ULCI

.19*** (.04)

.11

.26

Satisfaction with Friend
on Self-esteem

.19*** (.01)

.17

.22

Relational Mobility on
Self-esteem

.09*** (.02)

.05

.14

Total effect

.13*** (.02)

.09

.18

Direct effect

.09*** (.02)

.05

.14

Indirect effect

.04*** (.01)

.02

.06

Step One:
Relational Mobility on
Satisfaction with Friend
Step Two:

Note. Relational Mobility and Social Attractiveness were mean
centered; n = 1468; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001
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Table 17
Study 2: Mediation analysis for people with a disability on
satisfaction with life
B (SE B)

LLCI

ULCI

.55*** (.10)

.34

.75

.45*** (.06)

.33

.57

.12 (.09)

-.05

.30

.37** (.09)

.18

.55

.12 (.09)

-.05

.30

.24*** (.06)

.14

.38

Step One:
Relational Mobility on
Satisfaction with Friend
Step Two:
Satisfaction with Friend on
Satisfaction with Life
Relational Mobility on
Satisfaction with Life
Total effect
Direct effect
Indirect effect

Note. Relational Mobility and Social Attractiveness were mean
centered; n = 177; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001
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Table 18
Study 2: Mediation analysis for people without a disability on
satisfaction with life
B (SE B)

LLCI

ULCI

.19*** (.04)

.11

.26

.45*** (.02)

.41

.49

.06* (.03)

.00

.12

.14*** (.03)

.08

.21

.06* (.03)

.00

.12

.08*** (.02)

.05

.12

Step One:
Relational Mobility on
Satisfaction with Friend
Step Two:
Satisfaction with Friend
on Satisfaction with Life
Relational Mobility on
Satisfaction with Life
Total effect
Direct effect
Indirect effect

Note. Relational Mobility and Social Attractiveness were mean
centered; n = 1468; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001
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Satisfaction with
Friends
.55***

.24***

Relational
Mobility

Self-esteem
.14* (.27**)

Figure 1. PROCESS mediation coefficients for the relationship
between relational mobility and self-esteem as mediated by
satisfaction with friends for participants with a disability. The total
effect for the model is in parentheses.
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.
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Satisfaction
with Friends
.19***

.19***

Relational
Mobility

Self-esteem
.09*** (.13***)

Figure 2. PROCESS mediation coefficients for the relationship
between relational mobility and self-esteem as mediated by
satisfaction with friends for participants without a disability. The
total effect for the model is in parentheses.
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.
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Satisfaction
with Friends
.55***

.45***

Relational
Mobility

Satisfaction
with Life
.12 (.37**)

Figure 3. PROCESS mediation coefficients for the relationship
between relational mobility and satisfaction with life as mediated
by satisfaction with friends for participants with a disability. The
total effect for the model is in parentheses.
*p < .05; **p < .01; **p < .001.
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Satisfaction
with Friends
.45***

.19***

Relational
Mobility

Satisfaction
with Life
.06* (.14***)

Figure 4. PROCESS mediation coefficients for the relationship
between relational mobility and satisfaction with life as mediated
by satisfaction with friends for participants without a disability.
The total effect for the model is in parentheses.
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.
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